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Applicants (hereinafter referred to as "Appellants") hereby appeal the final rej ection of claims 
1 - 1 4 of the above referenced application. 

REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 
The present application is assigned to International Business Machines Corp., as evidenced 
by an assignment recorded September 22, 1999 in the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office at Reel 
10279, Frame 0510. The assignee, International Business Machines Corp., is the real party in 
interest. 



RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 
There are no known related appeals and interferences. 
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STATUS OF CLAIMS 
Claims 1-14 are pending in the present application. Claims 1-3, 5-7, 10-12 and 14 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C §102(e), and claims 4, 8, 9 and 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
Claims 1-14 are appealed. 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 
There have been no amendments filed subsequent to the rejection. 

SUMMARY OF INVENTION j 
The present invention relates generally to processing of (work items in data processing 
systems and more particularly to the scheduling of tasks to process|such work items (Specification, 
page 1, lines 5-8). 

By way of example, as recited in claim 1, a method for processing work items in a data 
processing system comprises the following steps. An interrupt is 'generated in response to receipt 
of a work item in the system. The generated interrupt is serviced to schedule a task for later 
processing of the work item, without reenabling the interrupt The jtask is subsequently executed to 
process the work item. Finally, a further task is speculatively scheduled for processing of any work 
items that are subsequently received in the system. 

As a further example, as recited in claim 2, a method for processing work items in a data 
processing system comprises the following steps. The speculatively scheduled task is executed to 
process any work items received by the system. On a determination that there are no work items to 
process, the interrupt is enabled. On a determination that there are| work items to process, a further 
task is speculatively scheduled without re-enabling the interrupt. 

In accordance with one embodiment of the invention, the method could include the step of 
continually scheduling speculative tasks (i.e. polling) for processing of work items that may 
subsequently be received in the system (Specification, page 4, lines 8-16). In a preferred method, 
when the speculatively scheduled task is executed to process any w|ork items received by the system 
and it is determined that there are no work items, the interrupt is enabled. Thus, when the system 
is fully utilized, the interrupt mechanism is replaced with a polling mechanism involving a 

2 

I 

i 
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continuous series of speculatively scheduled tasks. However, when the system or device utilization 
decreases (i.e., when there are no work items when the speculatively scheduled task is processed), 
then the system reverts to interrupts (Specification, page 4, lines 18-27). 

Finally, as recited in claim 12, a method for processing work items in a data processing 
system, comprises the following steps. An intermpt-based mechanism is effectively provided for 
processing work items when system utilization is low with respect to work items, A polling-based 
mechanism is effectively provided for processing work items when system utilization is relatively 
high with respect to work items. 

A flow diagram showing the steps involved in a method according to a preferred embodiment 
of the invention is shown in FIG. 2. Schematic representations of the state of the task and work item 
queues of the preferred embodiment of the invention at different states of the method of FIG.2 are 
shown in FIGS. 3A, 3B and 3C. The above-mentioned figures describe a process, operable on a 
storage controller, for processing work items from the host system in a manner that combines the 
best attributes of the polling and interrupt methods to service the host work items with low latency 
at low utilization and by polling for low overhead at high utilization (Specification, page 10, lines 



1. Whetherclaims 1-3, 5-7, lOand 1 1 are properly rejected under 3 5 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,08 1 ,783 to Divine et al. (hereinafter *T>ivine")- 

2. Whether claims 4 and 8 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Divine in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,555,420 to Sarangdhar et aL (hereinafter 
"Sarangdhar"). 

3. Whether claim 9 is properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Divine in view of U.S. Patent No, 5,682,554 to Harrell (hereinafter "Harrell"). 

4. Whether claims 12 and 14 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,1 89,070 to See et al (hereinafter "See"). 

5. Whether claim 1 3 is properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
See in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,590,288 to Castor et al. (hereinafter "Castor"). 



2-8). 



TSSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 
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GR OUPING OF CLAIMS 
Claims 1-14 do not stand or fell together. More particularly, claims 1, 3-5 and 7-10 stand 
or fall together, claims 2„ 6 and 1 1 stand or fall together, and claims 12-14 stand or fall together. 

ARGUMENT 

Appellants incorporate by reference herein the disclosure of all previous responses filed in 
the present application, namely, responses dated January 24, 2003 and My 3, 2003. 

Issue 1 

With regard to the issue of whether claims 1-3, 5-7, 10 and 1 1 are properly rejected under 
35 U.S.C, 1 02(e) as being anticipated by Divine, the Office Action contends that Divine discloses 
all of the limitations recited in the subject claims. Appellants assert that such claims are patentable 
for at least the reasons that independent claims 1, 5 and 10, from which claims 2, 3, 6, 7 and 1 1 
directly depend, are patentable. 

The present invention, as recited in independent claim 1 , recites a method of processing work 
items in a data processing system, comprising the steps of; (i) generating an interrupt in response to 
receipt of a work item in the system; (ii) servicing the generated interrupt to schedule a task for later 
processing the work item, without re-enabling the interrupt; (iii) subsequently executing the task to 
process the work item; and (iv) speculatively scheduling a further task for processing of any work 
items that are subsequently received in the system. Independent claims 5 and 1 0 recite other aspects 
of the invention comprising similar limitations. 

The Office Action states that the interrupt controller, the instruction register, and the control 
register, of Divine perform speculative scheduling operations, as discussed in column 12, lines 7 to 
46. However, in this instance, Divine teaches operation speculation predicting jump, branch and 
load instructions. Claim t of the present invention recites a method in which after receiving an 
interrupt, disabling interrupts, and scheduling tasks for the work item of the original interrupt, a 
further task is speculatively scheduled for processing any work items subsequently received in the 
system. As defined by the specification, a task is speculative in nature when the processor is 

4 
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anticipating that further work items will appear on the work item queue while tasks for an original 
interrupt are executed. Since interrupts are not enabled when the speculative task is scheduled, work 
items which are subsequently added to the work item queue do not generate work item interrupts, 
see, e.g., page 1 2, lines 1 1-1 8 of the specification. Therefore, when the speculative task reaches the 
head of the task queue, the processor may have work items in the work item queue to process. The 
method of speculatively scheduling tasks is defined in the specification of the present invention as 
"polling", see, e.g., page 4, lines 8-16 of the specification. Thus, an original interrupt may be 
followed thereafter by a polling method. 

Divine discloses that when a jump-to-subroutine instruction i$ executed, the value in the 
pointed-to-program counter location is incremented, the stack pointer is incremented and the jump 
address is written to the new PC stack location. Further, the stack of Divine is defined as circular 
and having a set number of entries, in that overflow will overwrite data previously on the stack- 
Divine does not disclose a system that utilizes a polling method. Divine also does not disclose the 
interaction of a work item queue and a task queue while interrupts are disabled in the manner of the 
present invention. Finally, Divine does not disclose a method that adds a task speculative in nature 
that will reach the head of the task queue and check for work items to process, thus potentially 
beginning a polling process. 

The Office Action also states that an interrupt controller taught by Divine disables the 
interrupt, column 16 7 lines 38 to 66, of Divine. This differs from the present invention in that Divine 
disables interrupts only in response to a specific type of instruction (a JMPS instruction), while claim 
1 of the present invention recites the generation of an interrupt and the scheduling of tasks for 
processing the work item of the interrupt while keeping interrupts disabled in all cases. 

Finally, the Advisory Action cites FIG. 53b, block 5308, of Divine to provide support for the 
anticipation of a task speculative in nature and the ability to begin a polling process. The Advisory 
Action states that Divine clearly teaches a speculative task that checks for future work items, or 
instruction prediction. However* step 5308 simply polk data to determine if it is ready to be sent 
FIG- 53b does not illustrate a system in which a work item is scheduled for task execution, interrupts 
remain disabled, and a speculative task is scheduled for processing work items that were received 
by a system while interrupts were disabled. 

5 
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Additionally, Appellants assert that dependent claim 2 of the present invention is patentable 
with respect to Divine. Claim 2 recites a method of processing work items in a data processing 
system, comprising: (i) executing the speculatively scheduled task to process any work items 
received by the system; (ii) on a determination that there are no work items to be processed, enabling 
the interrupt; and (iii) on a determination that there are work items to process, speculatively 
scheduling a further task, without re-enabling the interrupt. Dependent claims 6 and 1 1 recite other 
aspects of the invention comprising similar limitations. 

Divine does not disclose the execution of a speculatively scheduled task. Additionally, 
Divine does not disclose that the execution of the speculatively scheduled task results in the 
processing of any work items received by the system. Further, Divine does not disclose that an 
interrupt is re-enabled if there are no work items to process, or that a further task is speculatively 
scheduled without re-enabling the interrupt, if there are work items to process. Claim 2 of the 
present invention recites the steps taken to determine whether an interrupt-based mechanism or a 
polling-based mechanism is to be utilized. The option of an interrupt-based mechanism or a pollmg- 
based mechanism is not presented in Divine. Additionally, the method of deciding which 
mechanism to use, through speculatively scheduling a task, is also not disclosed in Divine. 

In addition, it is asserted that dependent claims 3 and 7 are patentable for at least the reasons 
stated above and also recite patentable subject matter in their own right 

Accordingly, Appellants assert that claims 1-3, 5-7, 1 0 and 1 1 are patentable over the cited 
reference and therefore allowable. Withdrawal of the rejections is respectfully requested. 

Issue 2 

With regard to the issue of whether claims 4 and 8 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Divine in view of Sarangdhar, the Office Action contends that 
Divine discloses all of the claim limitations recited in the subject claims except that the execution 
of the task comprises processing all the received work items, which is allegedly taught by 
Sarangdhar. Appellants respectfully assert that the combination of Divine and Sarangdhar fails to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 3 5 U. S .C. § 1 03(a), as specified in MP.E,P. §2143. 



6 
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As set forth therein, M.P.Ei\ §2143 states that three requirements must be met to establish 
a prima facie case of obviousness. One requirement is that the cited combination must teach or 
suggest all the claim limitations. Since it is sufficient to show that a prima facie case of obviousness 
has not been established by showing that one of the requirements has not been met, Appellants 
respectfully believe that the cited combination of Divine and Sarangdhar fail to teach or suggest all 
the limitations of claims 4 and 8. 

As described above Divine fails to disclose the elements of claims 1 and 5, on which claims 
4 and 8, respectively, directly depend. Further, the Divine/Sarangdhar combination fails to disclose 
the elements of claims 4 and 8. While Sarangdhar discloses a multiprocessor programmable 
interrupt controller system, the. Divine/Sarangdhar combination fails to disclose the processing of 
all work items received after a task is scheduled and prior to its execution. 

Accordingly, Appellants assert that claims 4 and 8 are patentable over the cited combination 
and therefore allowable. Withdrawal of the rejections is respectfully requested. 

Issue 3 

With regard to the issue of whether claim 9 is properly rejected under 35 US.C. § 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Divine in view of Harrell, the Office Action contends that Divine discloses 
all of the claim limitations recited in the subject claims except the interrupt generating means and 
processing means being embodied in a data storage controller and the work items comprising data 
transfer requests from an attached host system, which is allegedly taught by HarrelL Appellants 
respectfully assert that the combination of Divine and Harrell fails to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as specified in M.P.E.P. §2143. 

As set forth therein, M.P.EP. §2143 states that three requirements must be met to establish 
a prima facie case of obviousness. One requirement is that the cited combination must teach or 
suggest all the claim limitations. Since it is sufficient to show that a prima facie case of obviousness 
has not been established by showing that one of the requirements has not been met, Appellants 
respectfully believe that the cited combination of Divine and Harrell fail to teach or suggest all the 
limitations of claim 9, 

7 
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As described above Divine fails to disclose the elements of claim 5 , on which claim 9 directly 
depends. Further, the Divine/Harrell combination fails to disclose the elements of claim 9. Harrell 
discloses method for facilitating rapid data transfer between various processing systems, but the 
Divine/Harrell combination fails to disclose an interrupt generating means and a processing means 
embodied in a data storage controller. The Divine/Harrell combination also foils to disclose work 
items comprising data transfer requests from an attached host system. 

Accordingly, Appellants assert that claim 9 is patentable over the cited combination and 
therefore allowable. Withdrawal of the rejections is respectfully requested. 



With regard to the issue of whether claims 1 2 and 14 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) as being anticipated by See, the Office Action contends that See discloses all of the claim 
limitations recited in the subject claims. Appellants assert that such claims are patentable for at least 
the reasons that independent claim 12, from which claim 14 directly depends, is patentable. 

Claim 12 of the present invention recites a method of processing work items where an 
interrupt-based mechanism for processing work items is provided when system utilization is low 
with respect to work items. A polling-based mechanism for processing work items is provided when 
system utilization is relatively high with respect to work items. 

See discloses a method for suspending operation to read code in a nonvolatile writeable 
semiconductor memory. More specifically, See discloses steps to determine the time remaining in 
which to complete operations before the next interrupt occurs. The system disables interrupts while 
completing operations and polling to determine if interrupts are pending. If an interrupt is pending 
and the operation has not completed, the operation is suspended and the interrupt is re-enabled. 
Thus, See seeks to optimize operation completion between interrupts without significantly altering 
the pattern of interrupts. 

Independent claim 12 of the present invention differs from See in that it discloses the use of 
an interrupt "based-mechanism and a polling-based mechanism. See discloses an interrupt based- 
mechanism, however, it fails to disclose a polling-based mechanism. While See discloses the 
"polling" of interrupts to determine if there are pending interrupts, this is not the polling-based 



Issue 4 
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system described in the specification of the present application. The present invention defines 
"polling" as the continuous scheduling of speculative tasks for processing work items that may 
subsequently be received in the system (Specification, page 4 ? lines 9-11)* If See finds an interrupt 
through its process, an interrupt-based mechianism, not a polling-based mechanism, is activated, by 
enabling the pending interrupt* Therefore, in See, the pattern of the interrupts is not altered. Further, 
See does not disclose mechanisms that are dependent on system utilization with respect to work 
items as recited in claim 12 of the present invention. Instead, See discloses an interrupt-based 
system that seeks to maximize the operation between scheduled interrupts. 

Accordingly, Appellants assert that claims 1 2 and 14 are patentable over the cited reference 
and therefore allowable. Withdrawal of the rejections is respectfully requested. 

IsshsJ. 

With regard to the issue of whether claim 13 is properly rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over See m view of Castor, the Office Action contends that See discloses all of 
the claim limitations recited in the subject claims except work items received in accordance with, at 
least one device driver associated with a host system, which is allegedly taught by Castor, 
Appellants respectfully assert that the combination of See and Castor fails to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as specified in M.P.E.P. §2 143. 

As set forth therein, M.P.E.P. §2 143 states that three requirements must be met to establish 
a prima facie case of obviousness. One requirement is that the cited combination must teach or 
suggest all the claim limitations. Since it is sufficient to show that a prima facie case of obviousness 
has not been established by showing that one of the requirements has not been met, Appellants 
respectfully believe that the cited combination of See and Castor fail to teach or suggest all the 
limitations of claim 13. 

As described above See fails to disclose the elements of claim 12. Further, the See/Castor 
combination fails to disclose the elements of claim 1 3 . Castor discloses a distributed data processing 
system utilizing peripheral device polling, but the See/Castor combination fails to disclose a system 
where work items are received in accordance with at least one device driver associated with a host 
system. 

9 



PAGE 11/18 ' RCVD AT 11114/2003 11:47:13 AM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1/2 1 DNIS:8729306 » CS1D:51 6759951 2 • DURATION (mm-ss):05-18 



11/14/2003 11:48 



5167599512 



RYAN, MASON Si LEWIS 



PAGE 



Accordingly, Appellants assert that claim 12 is patentable over the cited combination and 
therefore allowable. Withdrawal of the rejections is respectfully requested. 

For at least the reasons given above, Appellants respectfully request withdrawal of the 
§102(e) rejections of claims 1-3, 5-7, 10-12 and 14 and withdrawal of the §103(a) rejections of 
claims 4, 8, 9 and 13. Appellants believe that claims 1-3, 5-7, 10-12 and 14 are patentable over 
Divine and See, and claims 4, 8, 9 and 13 are patentable over the various combinations Divine, 
Sarangdhar, Harrell, See and Castor. As such, the. application is asserted to be in condition for 
allowance, and favorable action is respectfully solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: September 8, 2003 




Attorney for Applicants) 
Reg. No. 39,274 
Ryan, Mason & Lewis, LLP 
90 Forest Avenue 
Locust Valley, NY 11560 
(516) 759-2946 
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APPENDIX 



1. A method of processing work items in a data processing system comprising: 
generating an interrupt in response to receipt of a work item in the system; 

servicing the generated interrupt to schedule a task for later processing of the work item, 
without re-enabling the interrupt; 

subsequently executing the task to process the work item; and 

speculatively scheduling a further task for processing of any work items that are subsequently 
received in the system. 

2. A method as claimed in claim 1 comprising the further steps of: 

executing the speculatively scheduled task to process any work items received by the system; 
on a determination that there are no work items to be processed, enabling the interrupt; and 
on a determination that there are work items to process, speculatively scheduling a further 
task, without re-enabling the interrupt- 

3. A method as claimed in claim 1 wherein the work items are managed on a queue. 

4. A method as claimed in claim 1 where in the event that further work items are received 
after the task is scheduled and prior to execution of the task, the step of executing the task comprises 
processing all the received work items, 

5. A data processing, system comprising: 

processing means for executing tasks to process work items in the data processing system; 
and interrupt generating means for generating an interrupt in response to receipt of a work item in 
the system; wherein the processing means is operable to: 

service the generated interrupt to schedule a task for later processing of the work item, 
without re-enabling the interrupt; 

subsequently execute the task to process the work item; and 
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speculatively schedule a further task for processing of any work items that are subsequently 
received in the system, 

6. A data processing system as claimed in claim 5, the processing means being operable on 
a determination that there are work items to be processed to execute the speculatively scheduled task 
to process the work items and to schedule a further speculative task; and operable on a determination 
that there are no work items to be processed to enable the interrupt. 

7. A data processing system as claimed in claim 5 further including memory for storing the 
received work items on a queue, 

8. A data processing system as claimed in claim 5 where in the event that further work items 
are received after the task is scheduled and prior to execution of the task, the processing means is 
operable to execute the task to process all the work items, 

9. A data processing system as claimed in claim 5 wherein the interrupt generating means 
and processing means are embodied in a data storage controller and the work items comprise data 
transfer requests from an attached host system. : 

10. A computer program product comprising a computer usable medium having computer 
readable program code means embodied in the medium for processing work items in a data 
processing system, the program code means comprising: 

code means for causing the data processing system to service a generated work item interrupt 
to schedule a task for later processing of the work item, without re-enabling the interrupt; 

code means for causing the data processing system to subsequently execute the task to 
process the work item; and 

code means for causing the data processing system to speculatively schedule a further task 
for processing of any work items that' are subsequently received in the system. 
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11. a computer program product as claimed in claim 1 0, the computer readable program 

code means further comprising: 

code means for causing the data processing system to execute the speculatively scheduled 

task to process any work items; and 

code means for causing the data processing system to enable the interrupt on a determination 

that there are no work items for processing- 

12. A method of processing work items in a data processing system, comprising: 
effectively providing an interrupt-based mechanism for processing work items, when system 

utilizxation is low with respect to work items; and 

effectively providing a polling-based mechanism for processing work items, when system 
utilization is relatively high with respect to work items. 

13. A method as claimed in claim 12 wherein work items are received in accordance with 
at least one device driver associated with a host system, 

14. A method as claimed in claim 12 wherein the data processing system comprises a storage 
controller. 
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□ attorney or agent of record. 

0 attorney or agent acting under 37 CFR 1.34(a). ' 

Registration numbor if acting under 37 CFR 1.34(a). , 43,QUZ 



* SlgnatunC' 



Wavne L. Ellenbogen 
Typed or printed name 

July 3> 2003 



Date 



NOTE-; signatures of all the inventors or assignees of record of the anrjra Interest or their representatives) are required, submit 
multiple forms if mors tnan one signature is required, soe be tow*. 



| □ ^otalof. 



_fbrms are submitted. 



Burden Hour statement This form le ealnwtnd to toko 0.2 houre to complete. Time will wiry dap rinding upon the needs of the Individual erne. Any wunmante on 
Lhe amount of time you ore required to oompteto this tomn ahould be sent to the Chlof Information Offlear, U.S. Patent and Trademark Ofbco. Washington. DC 
20231- DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner for Patent*. P.O. Boa 1450. Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. 
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Receipt in the USPTO is hereby acknowledged 

Transmittal Letter - 1 page 
Response to Final Office Action - 5 pages 
Notice of Appeal - (Orig. & 1 copy) 



July 3, 2003 

TJK999-027 

Serial No. 09/401,676 

1500-32 
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Receipt in the USPTO is hereby acknowledged of. 

Transmittal of Appeal Brief - (Orig. & 1 copy) 
Appeal Brief - (Orig. & 2 copies) 
Copy of Notice of Appeal, filed on July 3, 2003, 
with copy of stamped return postcard - 2 pages 



September 8, 2003 

UK999-027 

Serial No. 09/401,676 

1500-32 
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Ryan, Mason & Lewis, llp 
Attorneys at Law 

90 FOREST AVENUE 
LOCUST VALLEY, NEW YORK 11560 
Telephone: (516) 759-2722 
Facsimile: (516) 759-9512 
Email: nyoffice@rml-law.com 



RECEIVED 
CBTOULfiAX CENTER 

NOV 1 4 2003 

OFFICIAL 



DATE: November 14, 2003 



FILE: Attorney Docket No. UK999-027 
Serial No. 09/401,676 



Facsimile Message From: TERESA M. HAMLIN 
Please deliver the following pages to: 



NAME: Examiner Christian A. La Forgia 



OF: 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 



FAX NUMBER: (703)872-9306 



NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS COVER PAGE: 18 



COMMENTS/INSTRUCTIONS 



As per our discussion, attached are copies of the Transmittal of Appeal Brief and Appeal Brief with 
enclosures which were filed with the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office on September 8, 2003 for 
Application Serial No. 09/401,676. We also attach a copy ofthe return stamped postcard indicating 
receipt by the USPTO on September 10, 2003. Please let me know if you require any additional 
information. Thank yon for your help. . . 



If you do not receive all ofthe pages, please call us back as soon as possible at (516) 759-2722. 

THE MESSAGE IS INTENDED FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATIONTHAT 
£££n!iGKD CO^™an£ EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER APPLICABLE LAW. IF THE READER OF IW$ MESSAGES NOT THE 
INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR THE EMPLOYEE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING THE MESSAGE TO THE INTENDED nORDR . YOU ARE 
HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION. DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS ST^LYPROHm^ ff YOU HAVE 
RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR. PLEASE.NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US 
AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS VIA U S. POSTAL SERVICE, THANK YOU. 
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_ Att w ey Docket No. UK999-027 

m THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



i 



Patent Application 

Applicant(s); H. E. Butterworth et at 

Docket No.: UK999-027 

Serial No.: 09/401,676 

Filing Date: September 22, 1 999 

Group; 2131 

Examiner: Christian A. La Forgia 



] hareby certify ths; thiJ paper is beir*g deposited cm this ditu wilH the U.S. Pojtfll ScrVitO 
&s fust cIm* mail addressed ;s> the Cwnmisa^ner for Potent* P.O. So* 1450, Al«aurfria> 
VA 22313-1450. „ | 



Signature: 




t Date: September 8, 203 



Title: 



Data Processing Sy$tems and Method 

for Processing work Items in Such Systems 



TRANSMITTAL QF APPEAL BRIEF 

Mail Stop Appeal Brief - Patents 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 ■ ' 

Sir: 

Submitted herewith are the following documents relating to the above-identified patent 
application: 

(1) Appeal Brief in triplicate (original and two copies); and 

(2) Copy of Notice 'of Appeal, filed on July 3, 2003, with copy of stamped return 
postcard indicating receipt of Notice by PTO on July 7, 2003 . 

Please charge International Business Machines Corporation Deposit Account No. 50- 
0510 the . amount of $320 to cover this submission under 37 CFR §1. 17(c). In the event of 
non-payment or improper payment of a required fee, the Commissioner is authorized to charge or 
to credit Deposit Account No. 50-0510- as required to correct the error A duplicate copy of this 
letter and two copies of the Appeal Brief are enclosed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

^O^-^IJ^-^ — — -->==^ 

William E.Lewis <J 
Reg. No- 39,274 
Attorney for Applicants) 
Ryan, Mason & Lewis, LLP 
90 Forest Avenue 
Locust Valley, NY 11560 
(516)759-2946 
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